REMARKS 

[0003] Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all 
of the claims of the application. Claims 1-13, 19-29, and 31-40 are presently 
pending. Claims amended herein are 1, 13, 19, and 31-40. No claims are 
withdrawn, canceled, or added herein. 

Statement of Substance of Interview 

[0004] The Examiner graciously talked with me— the undersigned 
representative for the Applicant— on 11/25/08. Applicant greatly appreciates the 
Examiner's willingness to talk. Such willingness is invaluable to both of us in our 
common goal of an expedited prosecution of this patent application. 

[0005] During the interview, I discussed how the claims differed from the 
cited references, namely Davis and Hartman. Without conceding the propriety of 
the rejections and in the interest of expediting prosecution, I also proposed several 
possible clarifying amendments. 

[0006] I understood the Examiner to tentatively concur that differences 
existed between the claims and the disclosure of the cited references, but that he 
would have to review the cited art more carefully and/or perform an updated 
search. 

[0007] Applicant herein amends the claims in the manner discussed during 
the interview. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the pending claims are allowable 
over the cited art of record for at least the reasons discussed during the interview. 
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Formal Request for an Interview 

[0008] If the Examiner's reply to this communication is anything other than 
allowance of all pending claims, then I formally request an interview with the 
Examiner. I encourage the Examiner to call me— the undersigned representative 
for the Applicant— so that we can talk about this matter so as to resolve any 
outstanding issues quickly and efficiently over the phone. 

[0009] Please contact me to schedule a date and time for a telephone 
interview that is most convenient for both of us. While email works great for me, 
I welcome your call as well. My contact information may be found on the last 
page of this response. 
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SUBSTANTIVE MATTERS 



Claim Rejections under § 112 2 nq 11 

[0010] Claims 31-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 2 nd % Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. Furthermore, in light of the agreements 
reached during the interview of 11/25/08, Applicant submits that these rejections 
are moot. 

[OOll] During the interview, Applicant's representative noted that the 
rejected claims do invoke §112 6*1], as the Examiner presumed. However, under 
§112 6*H, the "steps for" language does not "bring in the structure of an apparatus 
claim", as the Examiner asserts. §112 6 th H requires the Examiner to construe the 
"steps for" to cover the corresponding acts described in the specification as can be 
seen from the following: 

"An element in a claim for a combination may be expressed as a means or 
step for performing a specified function without the recital of structure, 
material, or acts in support thereof, and such claim shall be construed 
to cover the corresponding structure, material, or acts described in 
the specification and equivalents thereof" (§112 6 th \ emphasis added). 

[0012] The Examiner concurred. Accordingly, Applicant requests the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 31-40. 



Claim Rejections under S 101 

[0013] Claims 13 and 31-40 are 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Applicant 
In light of the amendments presented 



herein, and the agreements reached during the interview of 11/25/8, Applicant 
respectfully submits that these claims fully comply with the patentability 
requirements of §101 and that the §101 rejections should be withdrawn. 
Applicant further asserts that these claims are allowable. Accordingly, Applicant 
asks the Examiner to withdraw these rejections. 

[0014] If the Examiner maintains the rejection of these claims, then 
Applicant requests additional guidance as to what is necessary to overcome the 
rejection. 



Claim Rejections under 5 102 and § 103 

[0015] The Examiner rejects claims 1-11, 13-15, 17-27 and 29-39 under § 

102. For the reasons set forth below, the Examiner has not shown that the cited 
reference anticipates the rejected claims. 

[0016] In addition, the Examiner rejects claims 12, 16, 28 and 40 under § 

103. For the reasons set forth below, the Examiner has not made a prima facie 
case showing that the rejected claims are obvious. 

[0017] Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the § 102 and § 103 
rejections be withdrawn and the case be passed along to issuance. 
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[0018] The Examiner's rejections are based upon the following references 
alone and in combination: 

• Davis: Davis, et al., US Patent No. 6,931,532 (issued August 16, 
2005); and 

• Hartman: Hartman, et al., US Patent No. 6,807,636 (issued 
October 19, 2004). 
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ANTICIPATION REJECTIONS 



[0019] Applicant submits that the anticipation rejections are not valid 
because, for each rejected claim, no single reference discloses each and every 
element of that rejected claim. 1 Furthermore, the elements disclosed in the 
single reference are not arranged in the manner recited by each rejected claim. 2 

Based upon Davis 

[0020] The Examiner rejects claims 1-11, 13-15, 17-27 and 29-39 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Davis. Applicant respectfully traverses 
the rejection of these claims. Based on the reasons given below, Applicant asks 
the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of these claims. 

Independent Claim 1 

[0021] Applicant submits that Davis does not anticipate claim 1 because it 
does not disclose the following elements as recited in this claim (with emphasis 
added): 

• "selecting a first set of security information from a first plurality 
of sets of security information as a function of a property of the 
message, wherein the first set of security information comprises 
security settings" 



1 "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or 
inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 
631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987); also see MPEP §2131. 

2 See In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990) 
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• "selecting a second set of security information from a second 
plurality of sets of security information as a function of the first set, 
wherein the second set of security information comprises security 
settings" 



[0022] The Examiner indicates (Action, p. 5-6) the following with regard to 
this claim: 

Messing: s *3s<ar<>-j ^ $f security sff^rn?=*s)n (Figuf-e TA, bk><sk etfusyp 20, 
Wm « peflsy «3$es< sWssfe & ?r<xn ;? $««tt>iiS ptureiiy «f sets ef 

pfemspt tfo$rtitkm») m 3 tafe of ^<s 3r*$ ss* (sefcsm 20, is-*-? 4M?>, wlm&n pssfcy 

s$f%i»g ttm sesawi sm of sec««% M^mtm so Sis ^s»=s^«gs (F^unt 7, fcioek 
7 IS, coIustir 21 , l&nes ST-S-Sj, wfm&n fhe c^feci dtefes #esjKs>0fcw fs 
n&mmy amt She stum&t tfw&y&WK ami tit&n pme&ues ®w dom/mmf to mcsypt 



[0023] In traversal, Applicant notes that Davis describes using various 
elements from a DTD to apply security policies to a document created according 
to the DTD (Fig 7A, Abstract). The Examiner concedes, in his "Response to 
Arguments" that the DTD element definitions merely reference a stored policy 
enforcement object (Action p. 3). Applicant notes that the element definitions 
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are not "selected" when the document is parsed. It is the referenced "policy 
enforcement objects" (Col. 14. II. 33-38) which are selected as the DTD element 
definitions are merely provide "association" (Col. 12 II. 49-63). 

[0024] In view of this, the reference describes neither "a second set of 
security information" that is "select[ed]" nor the "selecting a second set of 
security information... as a function of the first set" as claimed. 

[0025] During the interview, I understood the Examiner to concede these 
points. 

[0026] Consequently, Davis does not disclose all of the elements and 
features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant asks the Examiner to withdraw the 
rejection of this claim. 

Dependent Claims 2-13 

[0027] These claims ultimately depend upon independent claim 1. As 
discussed above, claim 1 is allowable. It is axiomatic that any dependent claim, 
which depends from an allowable base claim, is also allowable. Additionally, 
some or all of these claims may also be allowable for additional independent 
reasons. 
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Independent Claim 19 



[0028] Applicant submits that Davis does not anticipate claim 19 because it 
does not disclose the following features as recited in this claim (with emphasis 
added): 

• "a first datastore to include a first plurality of sets of security 
settings related to an application residing in the system , wherein the 
first plurality of sets define messages that must be secured " 

• "a second datastore to include a second plurality of sets of 
security settings, wherein the second plurality of sets specify settings 
and operations for securing messages, and wherein a set of the first 
plurality of sets is associated with a set of the second plurality of sets" 

[0029] The Examiner indicates (Action, p. 5-6) the following with regard to 
this claim: 



RegaftSiRg eteim H>, Davis disdas«s: 

a $s& castor* to iKsMe » fimpm$^<ctf as&io? $$a#fty inlormattefl (eolysmrs 
20, Sirsfifi -5 5-46. $>®f3 3f» maSlfcte> tfernent iMtolBam) tvtHSml Eft sssi s^piiessiiftfi ressitSsig 

(FSjjyfS ?A t iii!>tk 71 8, t&kftm 3KJ, Mm 45-4SS: * posSivy atys^-r >$, .t&tinm&l, 

vtmrm a sss sf \h& imt plsrssiSy «? ssts & m&ta&md wl& n sM «f Sis seasrid pfejfsi&y 

os'ssss #»*!isi«i 20, %m4fr$n* vtmsfrs pste ceases m<imml tmm tm sssms-fH 

iteffomn; and 

s medsate is seisst & fimiw&itmi tw ftss pfi#a% sfa*K» ss s fe^sss s? a 
pmpsrsy fit ss fsesisffjsi messags (figure 3, esSiissrs K4 S ii««s wtmmitt an eimmm 

mfinmn is M» a* ifts- XML &>mm&X {(mmsm). 
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[0030] In traversal, Applicant reiterates that the reference does not 
describe a "a second plurality of sets of security settings." 

[0031] The process Davis discloses uses a stylesheet processor to parse a 
source document and create a new XML formatted document according to a 
document type definition (DTD) (Abstract). Davis discloses that security is 
applied to portions of the new document based on the definitions of the XML 
elements (Col 12 II 34-35) and as can be seen by the process depicted in figure 
7A below: 
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[0032] The Examiner relies upon the element definitions (box 705 above) 
as being the first set of security settings. Applicant disagrees. As noted during 
the interview of 11/25/08, element definitions at best represent a mapping to 
security settings depicted by box 710 in the process. As such Davis only 
discloses a singular set of security settings. 



[0033] 

points. 



During the interview, I understood the Examiner to concede these 
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[0034] Consequently, Davis does not disclose all of the elements and 
features of this claim. Accordingly, Applicant asks the Examiner to withdraw the 
rejection of this claim. 

Dependent Claims 20-29 

[0035] These claims ultimately depend upon independent claim 19. As 
discussed above, claim 19 is allowable. It is axiomatic that any dependent claim, 
which depends from an allowable base claim, is also allowable. Additionally, 
some or all of these claims may also be allowable for additional independent 
reasons. 



Independent Claim 31 

[0036] Applicant amends independent claim 31 herein. Applicant submits 
that the rejection of independent claim 31 is rendered moot at least because of 
the amendments made herein, and further asserts that the cited references do 
not anticipate or render obvious at least the following features as recited in this 

claim (with newly added portions underlined): 

• "steps for receiving a message" 

• "steps for selecting a first set of security information from a first 
plurality of sets of security information as a function of a property of 
the message, wherein the first set of security information comprises 
security settings that define types of messages that must be secured 
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and wherein the types of messages that must be secured are defined 
and provided by an application developer " 

• "steps for selecting a second set of security information from a second 
plurality of sets of security information as a function of the first set, 
wherein the second set of security information comprises security 
settings that specify particular operations and settings for securing the 
messages, wherein the particular operations and settings comprise 
algorithms to be used in signing and encrypting the messages " and 

• "steps for applying the second set of security information to the 
message." 

• "selecting a second set of security information from a second 
plurality of sets of security information as a function of the first set, 
wherein the second set of security information comprises security 
settings" 

[0037] Accordingly, Applicant asks the Examiner to withdraw the rejection 
of this claim. 



Dependent Claims 32-40 

[0038] These claims ultimately depend upon independent claim 31. As 
discussed above, claim 31 is allowable. It is axiomatic that any dependent claim, 
which depends from an allowable base claim, is also allowable. Additionally, 
some or all of these claims may also be allowable for additional independent 
reasons. 
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Obviousness Rejections 

Based upon Davis and Hartman 

[0039] The Examiner rejects claims 12, 16, 28, and 40 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis in view of Hartman. Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims and asks the Examiner to 
withdraw the rejection of these claims. 

[0040] Firstly, Applicant notes that claim 16 was canceled in the 
communication filed 5/19/08. 

[0041] The remaining claims ultimately depend upon independent claims 1, 
19, and 31 respectively. As discussed above, claims 1, 19, and 31 are allowable. 
It is axiomatic that these dependent claims are therefore allowable. Additionally, 
some or all of these claims may also be allowable for additional independent 
reasons. 

Dependent Claims 

[0042] In addition to its own merits, each dependent claim is allowable for 
the same reasons that its base claim is allowable. Applicant requests that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of each dependent claim where its base claim is 
allowable. 
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Conclusion 



[0043] All pending claims are in condition for allowance. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the application. If 
any issues remain that prevent issuance of this application, the Examiner is 
urged to contact me before issuing a subsequent Action . Please call or 
email me at your convenience. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Representatives for Applicant 

/Randall T. Palmer 61,440/ Dated: 12/03/08 

Randall T. Palmer (randy@leehayes.com; x4761) 

Registration No. 61,440 

Kasey Christie ( kasey@leehayes.com ; x4732) 

Registration No. 40,559 

Customer No. 22801 

Telephone: (509) 944-4761 
Facsimile: (509) 323-8979 

www. Ieehaves.com 
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